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ABSTRACT ARTICLE HISTORY 

This article presents my views on Marxism from ten aspects: Received 21 August 2021 
(1) the definition of Marxism; (2) the holistic character of Marxism; Revised 17 November 2021 
(3) the sinicization of Marxism; (4) policy orientation of Marxism; Accepted 29 November 2021 


(5) the internationalization of Marxism; (6) the three stages of 
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socialism and the view of social system in Marxism; (7) the View of Marxism: Marxism in 
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adhered to in the long run from the dogmatic understanding of innovative Marxism; socialist 
Marxism that must be abandoned; (8) innovation in Marxism; (9) revolution and construction 
the development of different schools of Marxism; and (10) the role in China and abroad 


of Marxist scholars and the view of academic research in Marxism. 


For many years I have called for an organic combination of academic research in the field 
of Marxism with the exploration of new methods for applying its principles, while 
actively spreading Marxist ideas. It follows that I must take the lead in practicing Marx- 
ism. As an academic researcher, I have been editor-in-chief of The History of Marxist 
Economic Thought (5 volumes respectively on Marxist Classics, China, the Soviet 
Union, Japan, Europe and the United States; Cheng 2006). I have published many papers 
including “Sixty Years of Research on Marxist Theories in China” (Cheng and Hu 2010b) 
and “Academic Principles for Promoting the Modernization of Chinese Economics” 
(Cheng and He 2009). A prominent thread in my works has been analysis of the relation- 
ship between Marxism, Western scholarship, and studies of ancient Chinese civilization, 
specifically, in texts such as “Four Theoretical Hypotheses of Modern Marxist Political 
Economy” (Cheng 2007a) and “Classification of Theoretical Hypotheses and Innovation 
in Marxist Economics” (Cheng 2007b), etc. In the area of applying Marxist ideas and 
enacting the recommendations of think tanks, I have been the editor-in-chief of publi- 
cations discussing the new population strategy, the new pension strategy, the new open- 
ing-up strategy, and so forth. I have also published papers entitled “How to Establish an 
Accounting System for Gross Domestic Product of Welfare” (Cheng and Cao 2009) and 
“On a State-Led System for the Protection of Enterprise Employees’ Rights and Interests” 
(Cheng and Hu 2010a), as well as the commentary “On Some Issues of Income 
Distribution” (Cheng 2010), and so on. As a representative at three sessions of the 
National People’s Congress (NPC), I submitted several policy recommendations in 
writing to each annual session. In terms of popularizing Marxist theories, I have been 
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editor-in-chief of such works as The New Development of Marxism in Contemporary 
China (Cheng 2015) and research series on the system of socialism with Chinese charac- 
teristics (in five volumes, dealing with the economy, politics, culture, society and the 
environment). I have also published works including “On Promoting Socialism with Chi- 
nese Characteristics and Continuing to Emancipate the Mind” (Cheng 2008b) and 
“Social Democracy and How It Differs from Socialism with Chinese Characteristics” 
(Cheng and Zhang 2007). 

In the current period, I am progressively implementing a personal academic plan. 
While concentrating on innovations in economic theory, I have also turned to the 
study of Marxism in the fields of philosophy, political science and international relations. 
I have summarized my thinking here into ten viewpoints of Marxism, which are 
expounded briefly as follows. 


1. The Definition of Marxism 


In my view, the definition of Marxism and the exposition of its basic content found in 
most textbooks and works in the academic world is correct, but not sufficiently so that 
it can fully resolve all doubts. Therefore, I began by expanding the definition of Marxism 
into four levels (Cheng and Hu 2010b), and later into six levels (Cheng and Wang 2018), 
in order to enrich and develop twenty-first century Marxism in a range of its aspects. 
First, it is necessary to define Marxism from the perspective of its origins, since Marx- 
ism as a theoretical system was initiated by Marx and Engels and since then, has gradually 
been developed and improved by his successors. Some scholars disagree with the prop- 
osition that Marxism should be developed on the basis of two main bodies functioning 
respectively as leader and scholar, with two main platforms presented in political and 
academic circles, and with two “Marxisms” represented by the guiding thought of the 
Communist Party and by academic thought. The above-mentioned scholars believe 
that Marxism is an inseparable body of thought, and thus reject the notion that political 
and academic Marxists need to establish a positive interaction with each other. In my 
opinion, this view is clearly archaic and one-sided. The reason lies in the fact that 
while the theoretical system of Marxism is an organic whole, objectively it is studied 
and developed both by leaders of the Communist Party and by scholars of Marxism. 
The two groups, of course, have similarities and differences in their methods and charac- 
teristics, as well as in the content of their research and in the development of their ideas. 
Second, Marxism from an academic perspective is a system of ideas concerned with 
the laws of nature, society and the development of thought. Public opinion in some quar- 
ters mistakenly believes that Marxism is exclusively a revolutionary theory and ideology. 
In my view, the ideas of Marxism, like non-Marxist theories dealing with the same topic, 
are both ideological and academic, though with essential differences from non-Marxist 
theories in standpoint and method. Further, Marxism is not only a general academic sys- 
tem of thought, but more important, the most scientific of all academic systems. 
Third, Marxism is the ideological guiding system of socialist revolution and construc- 
tion, as well as of the transition to a communist society. Certain sectors of public opinion 
believe mistakenly that Marxism is out of date or useless, or has undergone no theoretical 
improvement. In Das Kapital alone, however, Marx expounded numerous times on 
socialism and the communist economy, and elaborated on a series of issues such as 


INTERNATIONAL CRITICAL THOUGHT © 17 


the forms of ownership, development in proportion, economic planning, reproduction, 
necessary labor and surplus labor, the distribution system, funds of all kinds, land and 
agriculture, the all-round development and education of the human individual, the 
family, and so on. The theories of socialism with Chinese characteristics inherit and 
develop these ideas comprehensively and systematically, play an extremely important 
guiding role, and have enormous social effects. The political economy of socialism 
with Chinese characteristics needs to establish an innovative theoretical system that 
does not place capital but people at its center, and that makes freely associated labor 
its core concept. 

Fourth, from the perspective of people’s well-being, Marxism is a system of principles 
and ideas whose focus is on improving people’s livelihood and on realizing their free and 
comprehensive development. Some elements of public opinion mistakenly hold that 
Marxism is a highbrow theory that has nothing to do with such issues as entrepreneur- 
ship and employment, with income distribution and housing, with social security and 
welfare, or with marriage and family. The truth is quite different: all classical Marxist wri- 
ters, communist party leaders and Marxist scholars have attached great importance to 
and have elaborated on the issues of people’s livelihood and well-being. They all have 
engaged in a large number of theoretical and policy discussions that today’s Marxists 
have inherited and kept up to date. We must pay close attention to people’s livelihood, 
to their happiness and human development, and take a down-to-earth approach to devel- 
oping the Marxist principles and policies of common prosperity, of sharing benefits and 
of common happiness. 

Fifth, from the perspective of values, Marxism is a cultural-ideological system that 
stresses faith and values. There is a strain of public opinion that holds mistakenly that 
only religious followers have beliefs and values in life. But generally speaking, I regard 
faith as a belief in and respect for a certain doctrine, religion, or other set of principles 
that people embrace as their own code of conduct. There are three types of belief that 
are compatible with basic values: primitive belief, where people believe in totems, 
taboos, myths and witches; religious belief, in which people follow the teaching of 
founders and believe in religious doctrines that they themselves help to shape; and 
finally, a third category that consists of secular doctrines. In modern times, various 
theoretical systems or doctrines have attracted many believers; these systems include 
Western universalism, constitutionalism, neoliberalism, etc. However, it is only Marx- 
ist beliefs concerning life and basic values that are scientific and advanced, and that 
therefore should be and eventually will be popularized throughout the world. 

Sixth, from the perspective of international relations, Marxism is an international 
ideological system that is founded on a belief in the need for peaceful development 
throughout the world, and for the promotion of a world community with a shared future 
for humankind. It is sometimes believed, mistakenly, that Marxism only advocates vio- 
lent revolution. Marx in fact considered that peaceful and violent revolutionary measures 
represent two ways of dealing with problems of domestic and international relations, and 
that they should be used flexibly in different situations. Peaceful means should be the first 
choice, and permanent peace is the ideal goal pursued by progressive human beings. In 
the area of international relations, we need to create a “new internationalist” school of 
Marxism. 
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2. The Holistic Theory of Marxism 


In my view, the importance of studying Marxism reflects urgent needs in the areas both 
of theory and of reality. From the theoretical point of view, strengthening the study of 
Marxism as a whole represents an urgent need if we are to correct the shortcomings 
of previous studies of isolated topics and to deepen our understanding of Marxism. In 
the past, the study of Marxism was scattered across fields that included Marxist philos- 
ophy, political economy, scientific socialism, and others. Conducting studies of Marxism 
on the basis of separate subject areas had its advantages. However, it tended to result ina 
fragmented understanding of Marxism, which affected people’s overall grasp of the topic. 
Meanwhile, strengthening the study of Marxism as a whole also represents an urgent 
need if we are to eliminate the fragmentation and dismemberment of Marxism and to 
respond to anti-Marxist trends of thought. Strengthening the study of Marxism as a 
whole is helpful for people to grasp the fundamental spirit that runs through all the theor- 
etical components and historical periods of Marxism, to understand the “pulse” of Marx- 
ism, and to respond to all kinds of anti-Marxism with effective counter-arguments. 

Over the past decade, with the implementing of the research and elaboration project of 
Marxist theory and the establishing of Marxist theory as a high-level discipline, research 
on the integrity of Marxism has made rapid progress. Many scholars have conducted in- 
depth discussions, from a range of perspectives, on the propositions, connotations, 
essence, research paths and related issues involved in the study of the integrity of Marx- 
ism, and have achieved important results. However, I believe that on the whole, the 
achievements of holistic research in the area of Marxism during the recent period 
have not been ideal. Attempting to summarize the experiences and lessons of previous 
research in the field of holistic Marxism, I acted as principal researcher in the project 
“Marxism in a Holistic Perspective,” sponsored by the Chinese Academy of Social 
Sciences. In this capacity, I put forward a new approach of carrying out all-round 
research into holistic Marxism from a total of 14 perspectives. 

The first of these perspectives has involved carrying out the research needed to reach a 
definition, that is, to define and expound Marxism in innovative fashion drawing on six 
key aspects of the creator of Marxism, its academic significance, its social function, the 
well-being of the people, value conceptions, and international communication. The 
second perspective is focused on synthetic research, that is, on four aspects of Marxism: 
its theoretical characteristics, social ideals, political stances and theoretical qualities. The 
third perspective researches the unity of Marxism, that is, dialectical unity incorporating 
the categories of standpoint, viewpoint and method. The fourth perspective concerns 
hierarchical research, that is, research into three key aspects: the general principle, 
specific judgment, and method of reasoning, while also examining the internal level 
and mutual relations. The fifth perspective is that of developmental research, that is, 
research from the angle of the complete history of the development of Marxism. The 
sixth involves study of the three features of the development of Marxism in the Chinese 
context, that is, change according to the times, sinicization, and popularization. The 
seventh focuses on practical research, that is, studying the theoretical integrity of Marx- 
ism on the basis of its practical integrity. The eighth perspective is concerned with the 
study of interactivity, that is, proceeding from the ideas put forward by leaders and scho- 
lars and from the interactive development of these ideas. The ninth consists of disruptive 
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research, that is, proceeding from critical and constructive elaboration and from the 
interaction of multiple aspects. The tenth perspective is that of classification research, 
which is required mainly to clarify the so-called “four whats”: what are the basic prin- 
ciples that must be adhered to over the long term, what are the theoretical judgments 
that need to be developed, what are the dogmatic understandings that must be rectified, 
and what are the wrong views that must be rejected? The eleventh concerns subject 
research, that is, research conducted from the perspective of the overall taxonomic 
relationship of the seven secondary disciplines covered by the first-level discipline of 
Marxism. The twelfth is research on the topic of division, that is, the contributions 
made by philosophy, economics, politics, cultural studies, sociology, ecology, insti- 
tutional science, anthropology and other disciplines, and the mutual relations between 
them. The thirteenth perspective is that of applicability research, that is, research that 
elaborates the methods, theories, and policies of Marxism, and their mutual relations. 
The fourteenth is the study of national characteristics, involving analysis and expatiation 
on the academic and political theories that distinguish capitalist countries from socialist 
states such as China, Vietnam, Laos, Cuba and North Korea. 

I have therefore stressed that the teaching and research in university schools of Marx- 
ism and the publishing in journals of academic Marxism should not be confined to the 
three components of Marxism, the “narrow Marxism” for publicity purposes. Instead, I 
have argued that these schools and journals, together with other academic institutions, 
should establish an integrated, synthetic system of “comprehensive Marxism” that com- 
bines sophisticated academic studies with the broad dissemination of Marxist ideas and 
with effective policy. 


3. The Sinicization of Marxism 


How should we evaluate the initial theoretical achievements of the sincization of Marx- 
ism, and its practical accomplishments? In an article during the 1990s taking issue with 
the ideas of the neoliberal economist Professor Steven N. S. Cheung (Wuchang Zhang) 
from the University of Hong Kong, I was an early critic of historically nihilistic views on 
the economic development of post-revolutionary China. Later, on the occasion of the 
20th anniversary of the reform and opening-up, and of the 60th and 70th anniversaries 
of the People’s Republic of China, I wrote articles emphasizing that Mao Zedong 
Thought had guided China to tremendous achievements of economic and social devel- 
opment, specifically, the “first miracle.” 

During the period of almost 30 years from 1949 to 1978, before the reform and open- 
ing-up, China completed its basic heavy and chemical industrialization; set up a national 
economic system that at least at a preliminary stage, included complete categories and 
basic self-sufficiency relying on an “inner loop”; created an independent defense complex 
that included the production of missiles, satellites, and nuclear weapons; and achieved an 
average annual GNP growth rate of more than 6% over the period. China during these 
years caught up with and surpassed the majority of the world’s countries in the speed 
of its economic growth, and indeed, was among the countries with the fastest economic 
development over the period. Important indicators such as the scale of the productive 
forces, overall national strength, popular living standards, and so forth, increased dra- 
matically compared with the period before the founding of the People’s Republic of 
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China in 1949, and the gap with the main developed countries was narrowed. The Hong 
Kong, Macao and Taiwan regions of China achieved some successes in their economic 
development during this period, but none of these achievements can be compared 
with the “first miracle” represented by the development of industry, science, technology 
and the entire national economic system in the mainland of China. Moreover, those gains 
were achieved despite such factors as the blockade of China’s economy by the imperialist 
countries, the falling-out with the Soviet Union, the providing of aid to foreign countries, 
excessively “left-wing” domestic policies and a sharp increase in the population. There- 
fore, the “Resolution on Certain Historical Issues of the Party since the Founding of the 
People’s Republic of China,”' drafted under the leadership of Deng Xiaoping, and the 
new Constitution adopted by the National People’s Congress in March 2018,” were 
both correct in fully affirming those achievements. It therefore follows that the turn to 
socialist market economy was not undertaken because of any failure of the socialist 
planned economy. What it instead involved was a de-prioritization of the planned econ- 
omy, at the same time as the market elements of the economy were continued and 
expanded. If the socialist market economy is properly run, it can record greater achieve- 
ments than the traditional planned economy. 

A popular saying among today’s Chinese population states that Mao Zedong made us 
stand up, Deng Xiaoping made us rich, and that Xi Jinping has made us strong. Another 
saying is that Mao Zedong’s “version 1.0” of socialism was poor, that Deng Xiaoping’s 
“version 2.0” of socialism was rich, and that since the 18th National Congress of the Com- 
munist Party of China, the “version 3.0” of socialism has been strong. There is some truth 
in these statements, but in my opinion neither is fully accurate. Properly speaking, the old 
China was extremely poor, but in the People’s Republic of China since 1949, beginning 
with the Mao Zedong era, we have not only stood up, but also become steadily richer 
and stronger. This is a continuous process in which, as the Chinese expression has it, 
“the waves at the back push the waves at the front.” The statistics on the prosperity of 
the people and the country’s strength over the past 70 years do not support the suggestion 
that this prosperity and strength are unrelated, nor do they support the argument that 
China during the Mao era did not gradually increase in its wealth and strength. Xi Jinping 
is thus quite right to stress that the political bottom line and principle of China’s develop- 
ment is that the past two 30-year periods (before and after the beginning of the policy of 
reform and opening-up) should not be viewed as negating each other. 

In fact, the two periods before and after the reform and opening-up are both integral 
parts of the 70-year history of the People’s Republic of China, and both make up the his- 
tory of the socialist China as a whole. It should be said that the development that 
occurred before the reform and opening-up laid the economic, political and cultural 
foundations for today’s development, and made major progress toward it. This is the 
case even though the development since the beginning of reform and opening-up has 
been even greater. However, a number of works written in China and abroad since the 
reform and opening-up have responded to the necessity for the main policies followed 
during the first 30 years of the People’s Republic of China, and the great achievements 
registered during this period, by demonstrating an attitude of historical nihilism. Adopt- 
ing a one-sided approach, speaking only of mistakes and shortcomings, and even enga- 
ging in basic denial, these works have distorted the inheritance from the past and the 
relationship between the development that occurred before the reform and opening- 
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up and that which has occurred since. This is very harmful to our scientific understand- 
ing of how the gradual historical development of prosperity in the People’s Republic of 
China occurred, and thus presents an obstacle to objectively summarizing the relevant 
historical experience and lessons, and grasping the laws of scientific development. Our 
actual experience demonstrates that China has been “steadily moving toward prosperity 
and strength” since 1949 (Xi 2017). 

The theory of socialism with Chinese characteristics has guided China in recording 
greater economic achievements, specifically, the “second miracle.” Deng Xiaoping The- 
ory, the important concepts summed up as the “Three Represents,” the Scientific Outlook 
on Development, and Xi Jinping Thought on Socialism with Chinese Characteristics for a 
New Era jointly constitute the system of theories of socialism with Chinese character- 
istics. This represents another theoretical advance along the road to adapting Marxism 
to China’s conditions, an advance that has helped to guide and lead China’s reform 
and opening-up as it continues to register remarkable achievements. 

As an important group among Marx’s successors, we Marxist scholars should con- 
tinue to strengthen our faith as “people’s scholar” and actively enrich and develop Marx- 
ism in China in the major basic disciplines of philosophy and the social sciences, striving 
to better promote the benign interaction between contemporary Chinese Marxism as the 
guiding ideology and as academic ideas. 


4. The Policy Orientation of Marxism 


I have always taken the view that Marxist scholars should seek to organically combine the 
academic study of Marxism with propagating theory and investigating policy. They 
should not confine their work to the publicity and education of Marxist theory while lar- 
gely ignoring academic research and innovation in more general areas of Marxism, and 
especially, should not neglect to explore areas of policy closely related to Marxist theory, 
while making innovative contributions. Accordingly, I attach great importance to the use 
of Marxist theory to study the policies associated with reform and opening-up and devel- 
opment, and would like to put forward some new policy proposals. 

As a first example, I propose a new economic accounting indicator, “Gross Domestic 
Product of Welfare” (hereafter, GDPW). For a long time, GDP has been the primary 
indicator used to measure China’s national economy. We have focused excessively on 
the pursuit of economic growth, and hence there is a great practical need to introduce 
this new indicator and to examine the level of national welfare embodied in economic 
growth. GDPW, unlike GDP, encompasses the total value of the welfare created by the 
production and business activities of all resident units in a country (or region) during 
a certain period. As an alternative concept of modernization, it is the aggregate of the 
positive and negative utility produced by the three systems of economy, nature and 
society, and essentially reflects the sum of objective welfare. As an indicator measuring 
the welfare created by people’s productive activities, it effectively supplements and cor- 
rects the defects and deficiencies found in GDP, and is more comprehensive than 
measures such as Sustainable Economic Welfare (Cheng and Cao 2009). 

Asa second example, let us consider another social indicator that I have proposed, the 
new “happiness index.” In China and abroad, various “happiness indices” have been 
reported from time to time, but some of the data and rankings are obviously not 
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consistent with the subjective feelings of the public. In view of this, it is of great theor- 
etical and practical importance to analyze the advantages and disadvantages of the exist- 
ing “happiness indices” at home and abroad, and to establish a happiness index that is 
scientific from the standpoint and method of Marxism. The newly designed “happiness 
index” indicator system (known formally as the “happiness and well-being index”) is a 
synthesis of objective and subjective measures of happiness and sense of well-being 
based on objective indices and supplemented by subjective measurements. Compared 
with existing indicator systems in China and abroad, it is more scientific and allows better 
comparisons. Two levels of micro and macro indicators, corresponding to the research 
level of the “happiness index,” have also been constructed. Of these, the micro-level indi- 
cator system is known as the “individual or family” indicator system of the “happiness 
index,” while its macro-level counterpart is termed the “social or national” system 
(Wang and Cheng 2013). At the time when these indices were devised, a large company 
decided they represented a lucrative potential investment, and sought to buy the copy- 
right. However, I did not agree, preferring to safeguard the innovation rights of Marxist 
scholars. 

As a third example of a policy proposal, a “new pension strategy” has been put forward 
with linkages to government agencies, institutions and enterprises. Accompanied by “A 
Pilot Plan for the Reform of the Pension Insurance System for Public Institution Employ- 
ees” (hereafter referred to as Plan 08), published and distributed in 2008, the urban pen- 
sion insurance system reform, with government agencies, institutions, and enterprises as 
the three main participating organizations, has become an important link in the broader 
scheme of pension insurance reforms. However, Plan 08 suffers from innate deficiencies 
and poor implementation, so that the reform of the urban pension insurance system in 
China has hit a bottleneck. At the time when Plan 08 was first announced, I began sub- 
jecting it to an in-depth study, and eventually put forward a preliminary plan for the 
reform of the urban pension insurance system with linkages to government agencies, 
institutions and enterprises (hereafter referred to as the linkage scheme). In this scheme, 
based on my analysis of the “new pension strategy,” I set out the background to my criti- 
cisms, their basic purpose, and the improvement measures I proposed. The target model 
for China’s pension insurance should be a unified, noncontributory, urban and rural 
basic pension system, with urban workers contributing the same proportion of their 
wages to a retirement pension fund serving as basic pension insurance, and with the 
possibility of adding supplementary insurance. Under the scheme, farmers are provided 
with the same basic pension insurance, and supplementary pension insurance can be 
added in different districts. 

During the National People’s Congress and the Chinese Political Consultative Confer- 
ence in 2009, I was one of 20 people who put forward written opinions on Plan 08. A vice- 
premier in charge of the area submitted my new strategy for internal reference and sent it 
to the relevant departments for study. In 2010 I convoked the first Think Tank Forum on 
China’s Economic and Social Development ever to address the topic of pension reform. 
At this forum I put forward my new pension strategy, inviting heads of government 
departments to attend and join in the discussion. Ultimately, the government authorities 
ceased implementing Plan 08. 

In addition, I have successively put forward and argued in favor of the “new opening 
strategy,” “new housing strategy,” “new population strategy,” “new SOE (state-owned 
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enterprise) strategy,” “new private enterprise strategy,” “new land strategy,” “new culture 
strategy,” “new distribution strategy,” “new consumption strategy,” “new finance strat- 
egy,” “anti-inflation strategy,” and so on. 


5. The Internationalization of Marxism 


In 2010 I wrote that for many years an unhealthy state has existed in China in the 
research field of Marxist theory, with the concepts of the “sinicization of Marxism” 
and “internationalization of Chinese Marxism” kept separate and isolated (Cheng and 
Hu 2010b). In 2019 I wrote another article stressing the importance of constructing a 
“Chinese discourse” in global Marxist studies and of continuing to lead developments 
in this area. We should realize that Marxism and its sinicized theories are the soul and 
core of soft power (Cheng and Li 2019). It is necessary to reinforce international com- 
munication in this field, and to enhance the interactive exchange of the research results 
of Chinese Marxist theories. 

Future research on Marxist theories in China, as it adapts to the need to update Marx- 
ism for the twenty-first century, should stress the exchange of ideas with foreign Marxist 
scholars, turning the contribution of Chinese concepts to the debate and the acceptance 
of Marxist concepts from outside into a unified process. We should strengthen com- 
munication and cooperation with our foreign counterparts in the field of Marxist theor- 
etical research, learning from one another. In this way, we can expand our international 
vision of the all-round development of research in the field of Marxist theory. We need to 
actively introduce and explain the latest achievements of Marxist academic studies in 
China to the outside world through translating and publishing Chinese works, building 
our contacts with foreign media and calling international conferences. We should partici- 
pate voluntarily in international research that discusses vexed questions and difficulties 
in the area of Marxist studies. We must strive to build an international voice for 
China in research on Marxist theory, enhance the international influence of the Chinese 
research on Marxist theory, and play an active role in leading future trends in inter- 
national Marxist academic research. 

In my view, Marxists of all countries should expand their exchanges, cooperation and 
mutual learning. They should not limit their studies to their own countries, but at the 
same time, should not recklessly denounce each other or engage in sharp debates that 
have the potential to affect inter-academic and inter-party relations. Even when crucial 
issues of Marxist or non-Marxist theories are involved, the stress should be on internal 
discussions and debates rather than on open debates between parties. This is because the 
main task of the communist party of every country is to make the revolution and carry 
out socialist construction in its own country. Generally speaking, theoretical activity will 
be richer and will yield better lessons in the communist party of a country that is growing 
stronger and that has more remarkable achievements in the fields of revolution and con- 
struction. Here, the lessons of history are worth summarizing. The Sino-Soviet debate led 
to a deterioration of the relations between the two parties and countries and to a split in 
the international communist movement, with the divisions then being utilized by the 
United States and other Western countries to attack Marxism, socialism and the commu- 
nist movement as a whole. The lessons of this experience were painful, and still need to be 
reflected on. Then in 2011 the Communist Party of the United States conducted a sharp, 
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open debate with its counterparts in Greece and Germany (Chen 2011). This open debate 
was not necessarily useful or beneficial, because the communist parties repeatedly put 
forward divergent theories and priorities that reflected the actual conditions of their 
own nation and party, while arguing that their views were consistent with the guiding 
ideology and represented the ultimate goal and direction for the movement worldwide. 
To have theoretical differences is completely normal, and practice can demonstrate 
whether these theories and foci are correct or not, whether they amount to innovative 
Marxism, “revisionism,” or dogmatism. When I gave a speech at an international sym- 
posium held by the Marx Memorial Library in Britain in 2012, I specifically elaborated 
on the historical lessons and practical problems mentioned above. Also, an article by 
the Chairman of the Communist Party of the United States was published in the journal 
Studies on Marxism, of which I was the chief editor. 

In addition, and on the basis of research by Marxist scholars and theorists of the com- 
munist parties in major countries (with whom I have been in long-term communication), 
I wrote and published an article in 2012 in which I argued: “To a large extent, the future 
of world socialism depends on the level of effective joint work by the contemporary pro- 
letariat” (Cheng 2012, 13). In order to realize the call “Proletarians of All Countries, 
Unite!” proposed by Marx in the Manifesto of the Communist Party, we need at this 
stage to strengthen our joint work in more forms and ways, while emphasizing that 
Marxists and the Left should pay attention to a number of important strategic and tactical 
issues. During 2012, based on these points of view and on in-depth studies carried out by 
various schools of international relations, I put forward the “new internationalism” the- 
ory of class and international relations, as well as further expounding the Marxist theory 
of internationalization. This theory not only proposes a new type of cooperation between 
the working class, political parties, and scholars, but also prefigures a new type of 
cooperation between China and the rest of the world, one that aims to strengthen the 
power of the international working class, to maintain common global security against 
the new imperialist hegemony, and to promote the shaping of a community of shared 
future for humankind. A global academic group named the World Association for Pol- 
itical Economy was founded in 2005, along with two journals published in the UK, World 
Review of Political Economy and International Critical Thought, both of which are impor- 
tant international theoretical platforms for implementing the above academic concepts. 
At the same time, I am the chief editor of ten works in a series titled “Translations of 
Foreign Classics of Modern Political Economy,” and have published books and articles 
together with colleagues in ten countries, including the United States, Japan, Russia, 
Italy, Canada, Vietnam, etc., as an element in two-way academic exchanges between 
China and foreign countries. 


6. View of Social System in Marxism 


I have played a role in the process of development that has seen the formation and suc- 
cessive improvement of the theory of three stages of socialism (referring solely to the 
economic system). In October 1987, the Thirteenth National Congress of the CPC sys- 
tematically discussed the theory of the primary stage of socialism for the first time. In 
less than two months I wrote a contribution to this discussion, setting forward my 
view that the main economic characteristics of the primary stage of socialism are 
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“different from the characteristics of the period of transition from capitalism to socialism, 
and also different from the characteristics of the intermediate or advanced stage of social- 
ism” (Cheng and Xu 1987, 26). In 1988, my article formally elaborating the three stages of 
socialism from the perspective of the economic system (Cheng and Zhou 1988) was pub- 
lished in the Fudan Journal (social sciences edition). Other publications followed: a 
monograph in 1991 entitled Theory of the Three Stages of Socialism (Cheng 1991); in 
1992, the paper “Thoughts on the Three Stages of Socialist Development” (Cheng 
1992); in 1998, a paper entitled “The Reconstruction and Improvement of the Basic 
Economic Form at the Primary Stage of Socialism” (Cheng 1998); in 2008 the paper 
“Gaining a Deep Understanding of the Theory of the Primary Stage of Socialism so as 
to Implement the Concept of Scientific Development” (Cheng 2008a); and in 2018 two 
papers, “Learn Well and Use Well the Political Economy of Socialism with Chinese 
Characteristics to Achieve a Clear Direction in the Reform of SOEs” (Cheng 2018a), 
and “Several Theoretical Innovations by the Synthesis School of New Marxist Economics 
since the Reform and Opening-Up” (Cheng 2018b). Through such publications, the the- 
ory has gradually been developed. 

In the light of such considerations as the level of development of productivity, the 
degree of modernization and the corresponding living standards, the relations of pro- 
duction and the ownership of the means of production, and the social mechanism under- 
lying the operation of the economy, I maintain that the ultimate function and indirect or 
ultimate assessment of productivity, as well as the direct function and assessment of the 
means of production, can be observed on the basis of different historical socio-economic 
forms or of different stages of development within the same socio-economic form. This is 
in accordance with Marx’s general thinking on socio-economic forms and development 
stages. I thus consider that three stages of socialism come into being as a result of the 
partial qualitative changes to relations of production and the economic system that are 
caused by increases in productivity (this view is compatible with the conclusion that 
different stages of socialist development can be distinguished mainly, and directly, on 
the basis of changes to GDP and living standards). Thus, the primary stage of the socialist 
economic system = a variety of public ownership as the main body (with private owner- 
ship as the auxiliary body) + market-oriented distribution according to labor as the main 
body (with distribution according to capital as the auxiliary body) + the market economy 
led by national plans; the intermediate stage = a variety of public ownership + a variety of 
commodity distribution according to labor +a planned economy with the state as the 
main body (and with market regulation as the auxiliary body); the advanced stage = 
sole public ownership by the whole people + distribution of products according to labor 
+a completely planned economy; communism = sole public ownership by the whole 
people + distribution of products according to one’s demand as the main body (with 
the few new consumption goods that are in short supply distributed according to labor) 
+a completely planned economy; and the modern capitalist economic system = private 
ownership as the main body + distribution according to one’s capital as the main 
body + a state-directed market economy. 

This new theory defines different social and developmental stages objectively, meaning 
that it can reveal in coherent fashion the essential relationship between the primary stage 
of socialism and the lofty systemic goal of communism, and explain that the primary 
stage of socialism is the primary form of scientific socialism. 
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7. The Differentiation of Marxist Principles 


After a decade spent implementing the Project of Studying and Developing Marxist The- 
ory by the CPC Central Committee, a national conference on publicity and ideological 
work was held on July 19, 2013. This concentrated on finding answers to the questions: 
What are the basic principles of Marxism? What needs to be insisted on over a long 
period? What are the theoretical judgments that need to be enriched and developed by 
combining the various elements of the new reality? What are the dogmatic ideas concern- 
ing Marxism that need to be broken with? What are the mistaken ideas that have become 
attached to the name of Marxism, and that need to be cleared away by approaching 
Marxism with a scientific attitude? Together with the researcher Bin Yu, I immediately 
wrote an article entitled “On Research into the Scientific Nature and Integrity of Marxism 
from the Perspective of the “Four Whats,” later published in Academic Research (Cheng 
and Yu 2013). This article set out my thoughts on the scientific nature and integrity of 
Marxism from the perspective of the “four whats” put forward by the CPC Central Com- 
mittee, as well as from the points of view of a number of other theoretical approaches, 
and also responded scientifically to a number of issues that the “four whats” had raised. 
The article has been quoted and downloaded repeatedly, since it is based on the spirit of 
Marxist classics, addresses a number of problems that have caused controversy in theor- 
etical circles, and provides a combination of critical and innovative elaboration. 

Since the basic tenets of Marxism are scientific, long-term and effective, they must be 
followed over a prolonged period; indeed, there is no basic tenet that does not need to be 
adhered to in long-term fashion. These tenets, however, do not necessarily mean that 
specific claims, reflecting the special circumstances of a particular place and time, should 
be regarded as having long-term validity. In view of the argument that the principles of 
Marxism cannot be subject to innovation but can only be applied, I emphasize that the 
basic principles of Marxism can be enriched, expanded and modified through the devel- 
opment of practice or deepening of theoretical understanding. It is possible, for example, 
to develop Marx’s labor theory of value, theory of surplus value, theory of reproduction, 
etc., just as it is possible to develop Lenin’s theories of imperialism, the state, and revolu- 
tion. Equally, it is possible to introduce innovations to the theory of the primary stage of 
socialism, to the theory of the socialist market economy, and so forth. Of course, a mis- 
taken understanding of Marxism often leads to revisionism, dogmatism, pragmatism and 
other undesirable tendencies, so it is necessary to get rid of dogmatic habits of thought 
when these affect the study of Marxism as a whole. For example, a dogmatic understand- 
ing of the “two nevers” can negate or belittle the “two certainties” of “the inevitable vic- 
tory of socialism” and “the inevitable demise of capitalism,” and even prompt the 
argument that in revolutionary terms, the successful revolutions in China and the Soviet 
Union were “premature babies.” 

I have always stressed that the study of the scientific nature and integrity of Marxism 
cannot be undertaken without clarifying some erroneous views. Among these views, for 
example, is the belief that Marx’s reference to “rebuilding individual ownership” called 
for rebuilding personal ownership of the means of production and labor, and that the 
joint-stock system and the rural household contract system are forms of its realization. 
It is also believed that Marx’s political economy is short of mathematical and quantitative 
analysis than economic works of the past and present; that Marx’s economic works are 
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works of economic philosophy rather than economics; that Marx’s theory of economic 
cycles and crises is out of date; that socialist public ownership cannot combine effectively 
with the market economy system; that distribution according to labor cannot be 
implemented under the conditions of a socialist market economy, and so on. These erro- 
neous views, which are popular in Chinese and foreign theoretical circles, must be cleared 
up one by one. 

In his article “Problems of Strategy in China’s Revolutionary War,” Mao Zedong sta- 
ted vividly: “The naked eye is not enough, we must have the aid of the telescope and the 
microscope. The Marxist method is our telescope and microscope in political and mili- 
tary matters” (Mao 1965a, 222). Extending Mao Zedong’s metaphor, I believe that for the 
purposes of theoretical and practical analysis, Marxism is a telescope through which we 
can see clearly the trends according to which reality develops, and a microscope through 
which we can see its crucial details. It is a set of night-vision goggles through which we 
can see light and hope in the darkness; a set of diving goggles through which we can see 
things at a deeper level; a fluoroscope through which we can see into the nature of matter 
beyond the level of appearances, and a megaloscope through which we can make sense of 
blurred images. Marxism is a reflector by means of which we can see the truth behind 
things; a polygonal mirror that enables us to see the diversity and unity of opposites; 
an asymptotic mirror that allows us to see things near and far with multiple focal points, 
and a monster-revealing mirror in which, if we have sharp eyes, we can see mistakes 
clearly. In short, with the help of the ten mirrors or ten facets of the changeable mirror 
of Marxism, we can truly and completely distinguish the complexities of reality, contrary 
to the various distorting mirror (magic mirror) theories that distort the nature of things. 


8. Innovation in Marxism 


At the beginning of 1994, I wrote in a brief article entitled “The twenty-first Century: 
Reconstructing Chinese Economics” (Cheng 1994) on the development stage and future 
of Chinese economics, which attracted general attention and stirred widespread debate. 
In 2000 I proposed the formula “Marxist learning as the body and Western learning for 
the use.” In 2009 I wrote an article proposing basic principles for promoting the modern- 
ization of Chinese economics. I believe that the approach I set out in this text, “Marxist 
learning as the body and Western learning for the use, Chinese learning as the root, the 
world situation as the mirror, national conditions as the basis, and comprehensive inno- 
vation” (Cheng and He 2009, 6) is broadly suited to the whole field of philosophy and the 
social sciences. The formula “Marxist learning as the body and Western learning for the 
use” is a borrowed expression but is innovative in content; it derives from the expression 
“Chinese learning for the body and Western learning for the use,” an idea that is popu- 
larly believed to be first proposed by Zhang Zhidong, a state official who advocated wes- 
ternization under the late Qing Dynasty.’ 

The phrase “Marxist learning” refers to the system of Marxist ideas as developed both 
in China and abroad. As applied in the field of economics, “Marxist learning” refer to the 
extremely rich tradition of Marxist economic thought. This tradition, elaborated under 
the guidance of historical materialism and materialist dialectics, includes Das Kapital, 
written by Marx in the mid-nineteenth century, and also incorporates the economic 
methods and theories that Marx inherited, enriched and expanded. The “body,” in the 
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philosophical terminology of ancient China, refers to the elements that are fundamental 
and intrinsic. Emphasizing that the modernization of Chinese economics must proceed 
on the basis of “Marxist learning as the body” means insisting that Marxist ideas should 
represent the fundamental and dominant content of modern Chinese economics. 

Stressing that Marxist learning must make up the body means attempts to employ 
“Western learning” as the body are inappropriate. “Western learning” in this case refers 
to Western knowledge system other than Marxism; in the field of economics, it refers to 
Western economic ideas and methods, excepting those of Western Marxist economics, 
and essentially designates the mainstream Western economic tradition. For us to refrain 
from using “Western learning as the body,” however, does not mean we should avoid 
employing “Western learning for the use.” In this case, of course, “Western learning 
for the use” does not signify “use” in the sense of “Western learning as the body,” but 
refers to a discriminating application of Western knowledge, developing some elements 
and discarding others, subject to the general premise of “Marxist learning as the body.” 
While insisting on the consistency between “for the body” and “for the use” in terms of 
Marxism as an integraal whole with its theory and methodology, it is necessary to put 
forward “Western learning for the use.” This is consistent with the spirit, embraced by 
Mao Zedong, of “foreign learning for Chinese use”; as employed by Mao, this approach 
meant critically referencing and utilizing knowledge from abroad, rather than adopting it 
indiscriminately as in the sense of “the body consistent with the use.” 

In a broad sense, “Chinese learning” refers to the knowledge system of social sciences 
and natural sciences in ancient and modern China, while “Chinese learning” in a narrow 
sense refers to the knowledge system of ancient and modern Chinese social sciences alone 
or of ancient and modern Chinese natural sciences alone. The economic aspects of Chi- 
nese learning include research on the economic ideas in ancient China, and on the place 
of these ideas in the ancient knowledge system, as well as investigation of their modern- 
day resonances. The “Chinese learning as the root” thus involves attaching importance to 
the place held by China’s ancient and modern economic thought in the country’s current 
process of economic modernization, and taking this thought as the foundation. Just as 
Mao Zedong once stressed, “We should sum up our history from Confucius to Sun 
Yat-sen and take over this valuable legacy” (Mao 1965b, 209). Our historical experience 
is of great ideological value for forming the modern system of economics with Chinese 
characteristics, in a Chinese manner and in the Chinese style. 

The term “world situation” in the phrase “world situation for the mirror” has diverse 
and profound meanings. From the economic point of view, it refers to the history, cur- 
rent situation and development trend of all countries and of the overall world economy. 
The origin and development of today’s “world economic situation,” and the accompany- 
ing positive and negative experiences and lessons, have important practical sources that 
cannot be ignored as we seek to modernize Chinese economic science. 

The founding of a modern, scientific school of economics with Chinese characteristics, 
formed in a Chinese manner and in the Chinese style, can only be accomplished if it is 
based on China’s national conditions. These conditions are determined by complex fac- 
tors such as social forms, cultural traditions and the natural environment, as well as by 
the level of the productive forces, and also include various “color layers” made up of pro- 
vincial conditions, city conditions, county conditions, and the differences between the 
conditions in urban areas and the countryside. The contemporary social and economic 
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practice of the Chinese people is evolving amid this reality, and as the economic practice 
of the broad masses of the people is being updated, the diversity in the economic con- 
ditions and levels of development within the country is becoming apparent. Only by rely- 
ing on the economic practice of the broad masses can we achieve the “national conditions 
for the foundation” which represent the main realistic source of scientific innovation in 
the process of China’s economic modernization. 

The above axioms, “Marxist learning as the body,” “Western learning for the use,” 
“Chinese learning as the root,” “the world situation as the mirror,” and “national con- 
ditions as the foundation” will finally be put into practice, and will end up as elements 
of the “comprehensive innovation” taking place in the course of China’s economic mod- 
ernization. In the historical materialist view, the “comprehensive innovation” that occurs 
as the modernization of Chinese economics goes ahead is the process of analyzing and 
synthesizing, through the use of materialist dialectics, of the economic facts and ideologi- 
cal materials provided by the three knowledge systems of “Marxist learning,” “Western 
learning” and “traditional Chinese learning.” “Comprehensive innovation” means 
actively absorbing and correctly dealing with the relationship between the three knowl- 
edge systems, as well as the relationship between theoretical analysis and synthesis and 
the testing of theories in practice. 


» « 


9. The Development of Different Schools of Marxism 


In my opinion, it is only when socialist countries truly implement a policy of “letting a 
hundred flowers bloom and letting a hundred different schools of thought contend,” and 
allow the vigorous development of various schools of thought within Marxism, that they 
will be able to produce true masters of Marxist social science. An important sign of the 
true flourishing of academic life is the formation of numerous schools of thought. Many 
Marxist ideas are mentioned first in Party documents, but these ideas are not necessarily 
novel in academic circles. Therefore, political Marxism cannot be used to replace aca- 
demic Marxism. This is an important position that I hold; it has been drawn from the 
experience of the international communist movement and its governing parties in devel- 
oping and applying the social sciences, and has been widely circulated and endorsed in 
academic circles. I mentioned this in a speech draft published by the Wenhui newspaper 
on April 11, 2004. 

We should gradually establish and make clear the mechanism of benign interaction 
between political (official) Marxism and academic Marxism. To that end, we should 
draw lessons from the history of the period before the reform and opening-up, when 
it was believed that only leaders could develop Marxism, while the task of scholars was 
to interpret and defend it. Since the reform and opening-up, many new Marxist terms 
and theories developed by Party leaders have been continuously absorbed by Marxist 
scholars, and many new terms and theories devised by scholars have also been continu- 
ously absorbed by leaders and employed in Party documents. 

We should also draw lessons from the relationship between Western officials and aca- 
demic circles. Officials in the West build their careers by selecting and integrating the- 
ories and policies first conceived by academics. Both sides can also discuss and 
criticize each other in order to truly clarify what is right and what is wrong. If this is 
not the case in China, Marxist academics here will do nothing, will not dare to think 
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or speak, and therefore will gain no academic status, at the same time as non-Marxist 
scholars are able to speak freely and expand their influence in society. 

In Shanghai in 1995 I joined with other scholars in organizing the first China Shanghai 
School Economic Forum; during the more than 25 years since then, the forum has been 
held in many universities and the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences. Established in 
2001, the Research Center of Economics of Shanghai School (renamed the Institute of 
Economics of Shanghai School in 2019) of Shanghai University of Finance and Econ- 
omics is a key scientific research base in the university. The Journal of Economics of 
Shanghai School, founded in 2003, has long been included in Chinese Social Sciences 
Citation Index (CSSCI), a core journal collection of Nanjing University; due to its 
great academic influence, in the first half of 2020, the Chinese Journal of Political Econ- 
omy, a new journal that I act as editor, was approved by the state for publication. 

What is the Economics of Shanghai School? It is indeed easy for people to fall into the 
misconception that this school studies Shanghai, or economic doctrines that all the scho- 
lars in Shanghai agree on. In fact, the Economics of Shanghai School has merely taken the 
name of the region where it emerged; this was done mainly for the sake of simplicity, and 
there are many precedents for it in academic history. Membership in the school is open, 
its personnel are not regionally limited, and it is only the initiating scholars who mainly 
have their origins in Shanghai. There are now many scholars who join voluntarily in the 
economic research and development of ideas carried on by the Shanghai School (in 2003, 
under the leadership of Professor Bingyan Li and Professor Ganqiang He, the “Nanjing 
Institute of Economics of Shanghai School” was established, with about 20 symposiums 
held over ten years). 

From a theoretical perspective, the Shanghai School is the Synthesis School of New 
Marxist Economics (in 2019, the Research Center of Synthesis School of New Marxist 
Economics was set up in Guangxi University for Nationalities), a school within the 
field of sinicized Marxism. Theoretically, the school is based on Marxist economics, 
and integrates the rational thinking of ancient and modern China and foreign countries. 
It seeks to incorporate the synthesis, reference and use of various methods of the social 
sciences and natural sciences, and on this basis, to innovate comprehensively, construct- 
ing a new paradigm that surpasses both Marxist and mainstream Western economics. Its 
academic style stresses openness to all (it sets out to “admit all rivers flowing into the 
sea”), in order to bring forth the new and explore the truth. Over the years, a series of 
original theoretical viewpoints have been put forward. One of these has to do with the 
relationship between fairness and efficiency, where we present a theory of their “mutual 
promotion and complementary change.” In the case of the “four main bodies” concept in 
the market economy, the economic formulae of the primary stage of socialism with Chi- 
nese characteristics are: public ownership as the main body co-existing with other own- 
ership types; distribution according to labor as the main body co-existing with other 
factor distribution types; state-led multi-structure market system; and self-reliant open- 
ing-up as the main body co-existing with opening-up in all directions. Other original 
viewpoints include “new monism of living labor value”; “high performance of market- 
oriented public ownership”; “a new system of state-owned asset management classified 
on the basis of one government, two departments and three layers”; the “three stages 
of socialism”; and the “contemporary basic global economic contradictions.” The Econ- 
omics of Shanghai School has formed its own unique system of academic theory, 
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consisting of systematic economic methods, basic assumptions, basic principles and pol- 
icy propositions (Cheng 2004). 

In recent years, with the expansion of its field of concern from the economic to the 
non-economic area, the Synthesis School of New Marxist Economics has evolved into 
the Synthesis School of New Marxism, and has also put forward the concept of “makers 
of history in a broad sense” (Cheng and Zhan 2019) in the field of philosophy, “three 
views of scientific socialism” and “the future of world socialism” (Cheng 2012) in the 
field of scientific socialism, “new perception of the Communist International and Chi- 
nese revolution” (Cheng and Yang 2020) and “three major causes for the dramatic 
changes in the Soviet Union” (Cheng and Ding 2011) in the field of history, and “nine 
types of interest groups” (Cheng and Zhan 2015) in the field of Sociology. 


10. The Role of Marxist Scholars and the View of Academic Research in 
Marxism 


A particular strand of public opinion once argued that Marxism was “attractive but use- 
less,” that it was “outdated,” and that it was unsuited to the socialist market economy. 
Studying, researching and reflecting on Marxism since my early years, I have always 
believed that Marxist principles, methods and systems represent scientific knowledge 
or academic truth, and that truth possesses absoluteness and relativity, so that it needs 
effective, determined dissemination and an insistence on scientific development. 
Various elements of public opinion also hold that the study of Marxism is only appro- 
priate for members of the Communist Party of China, and that it should not be part of 
the national education system. In my opinion, Marxism like other major social science 
theories has both academic and ideological value, and that accordingly, it should be 
included in the national education systems of all countries. However, bourgeois aca- 
demics are afraid of the truth of Marxism, so they pursue only academic closed-minded- 
ness and dogmatism. Not only should all Marxists discuss Marxism and believe in 
Marxism, but scholars of humanities and social sciences should incorporate belief in 
Marxism in their writing, and highly civilized modern people should demonstrate belief 
in Marxism in their activities. This is the same principle as the one that holds, “When the 
people have ideals, their country will have strength, and their nation will have a bright 
future.” (Xi 2017) The ideological root of the major problems in the world, such as 
the constant wars and the polarization between rich and poor, is not that too few people 
believe in Christianity or Islam (ironically, the American presidents who have constantly 
waged wars and pursued hegemony and so on have believed in Christianity), but that too 
few people believe in Marxism. If the people of the world (and especially the “elites” of all 
countries) truly believed in Marxism, the world would enjoy peaceful development and 
common prosperity, and humankind would build a community with a shared future. 
Certain elements within public opinion also believe it would be sufficient if Marxist 
scholars simply did a good job in the area of publicity and education. I take a broader 
view: Marxist scholars should act as strategic social scientists for the working class. 
They should be guards on the field of Marxism, defending the truth; warriors for inno- 
vation; counselors advising on national work; fighters who dare to struggle; and guides 
who lead the way. I am not in favor of eclecticism and unprincipled harmony. Instead, 
I emphasize the unity of knowledge and action. This is how it was in the past with 
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revolutionary leaders and exemplary scholars. Engels once admonished Marx’s son-in-law 
Paul Lafargue: “When one is an economist, ‘ʻa man of science,’ one does not have an ideal, 
one elaborates scientific results, and when one is, to boot, a party man, one struggles to put 
them into practice” (Engels 2010, 183). President Xi Jinping has criticized “enlightened 
gentlemen” who care only about their own reputations and fine feathers, and has called 
for a new era in which such people would “dare to fight and be good at fighting.”* 

Some currents within public opinion consider that in today’s academic world there is 
no concern with value or class but only with empirical research. Or else, they contend 
that Marxist scholars need to be leader-oriented instead of classics-oriented. When the 
Shanghai School of Economics was founded, I drew up the requirements for the school’s 
style of study, stating that it should be “rigorous but not rigid,” and that the mind should 
be liberated but not lacking in self-discipline. Throughout ancient and modern times in 
China and abroad, it has been relatively easy to avoid being classics-oriented, but hard to 
be fact-oriented, and to avoid being oriented toward any particular leader or toward pop- 
ular trend. The reason is not hard to understand. In the face of the two mistakes of exces- 
sive fight against the left to the extent of becoming extreme right, and excessive fight 
against the right to the extent of becoming extreme left, Marxist scholars should be pre- 
pared to stand against the trend, resist the tendency to be blind followers or to be con- 
cerned solely for style, and display the bold spirit needed to take on responsibility. 

Asa scholar born in the 1950s, I have experienced both the edification and tempering 
of the Mao Zedong era, and the innovation and new perspectives after the reform and 
opening-up. I thus possess the personality, spiritual scope and work style of the two 
periods, and I am trying to carry on with coordinating my knowledge of Marxism 
with practice by promoting strengths, avoiding weaknesses, and pursuing excellence. 
On my future academic road, I will not only continue the academic work that combines 
“the motherland and me,” but will also expand the academic work that combines “the 
world and me,” while speeding up the pace of academic outreach and giving play to 
my function as an “academic ambassador.” On the basis of “the world, the motherland 
and me,” the academic dream of “promoting the effective union of Marxist scholars all 
over the world” will be realized. 


Notes 


1. See “Resolution on Certain Historical Issues of the Party since the Founding of the People’s 
Republic of China.” [In Chinese.] http://www.people.com.cn/item/20years/newfiles/b1040. 
html. 

2. See “Constitution of the People’s Republic of China.” http://www.npc.gov.cn/npc/c505/ 
201803/e87e5cd7c1ce46ef866f4ec8e2d709ea.shtml. 

3. The Chinese text An Appeal to Learn by Zhang Zhidong is available at http://www.360doc. 
com/content/16/0713/09/4521683_575133692.shtml. 

4. See Xi Jinping’s speech at http://dangjian.people.com.cn/n1/2019/0904/c117092-31335067. 
html. 
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